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the requirements of this rule, the Court will not hear oral argument. If one party has 
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IN THE 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia . 
AT RICHMOND. 
·· Record No. 3932 
VIRGINIA: 
In the Clerk~s Office of the Supreme Court of Appeals at 
Richmond on the 7th day of September, 1951. 
·i 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, Plaintiff in Error, 
against. 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY, Defendant in Error. 
From the Hustings Court of the City of Roanoke. 
This is to certify that upon the petition. of Commonwealth of 
Virginia a writ of error and supersedeas has been awarded by one 
of the Justices of· the Supreme Court of Appeals of 'Virginia on 
the 7th day of September, 1951, to a judgment rendered by the 
Hustings Court of t~e city of Roanoke on the 29th day of June, . 
1951, in the cause therein depending wherein Mary Beulah 
Gregory was plaintiff and said petitioner was defendant, no bond 
· being required. 
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~age 2 ~ Virginia: 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Roanoke. 
Mary Beulah Gregory, 
v. 
The Commonwealth of Virginia. 
NOTICE. 
To: Russell L. Watson, Clerk of the Hustings Court of the City 
of RoanGke: 
Take notice that pursuant to the provisions of Title 58, Sec-
tion 234, of the Code of Virginia of 1950, the undersigned will, 
on the 15th day of November, 1950, at 10:00 A. M_., or as soon 
, thereafter as she may be heard, apply to the Honorable Dirk A. 
Kuyk, Judge of the Hustings. Court of the City of Roanoke, ·in 
his courtroom at Roanoke, Virginia, for relief. from the erroneous 
gift taxes assessed against her by the Department of Taxation, 
as more specifically set out in her application, a copy of which 
is attached hereto. 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY, 
By Counsel. 
Received Oct. 13, 1950, and filed. 
WILLIS AND WILLIS, p. q. 
By HOLMAN WILLIS, JR. 
407 Mountain Trust Building, 
Roanoke, Virginia. 
R. J. WATSON, 
Deputy Clerk. 
Executed the within notice on the within named Russell L. 
Watson, Clerk of the Hustings Court of the City of Roanoke, on 
Oct. 13, 1950, by handing him a true copy hereof in person within 
the City of Roanoke. Va., where he resides. 
Sergt. fee, 50c. Paid. 
EDGAR L. WINSTEAD, 
Sergeant, City of Roanoke, Va. 
By A. BURNEY CANNADY, 
Deputy Sergeant. 
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APPLICATION. 
To: The Honorable Dirk A. Kuyk, . Judge of ~aid Court: 
Your undersigned applicant, Mary Beulah Gregory, who makes 
this her application to the Court for relief pursuant to the ·pro-
visions of Title 58, Section 234, of the Code of Virginia of 1950, 
would respectfully ·show unto this Court that she is aggrieved 
by the action of the ])epartment of Taxation of the Common-
wealth of Virginia in, the following matters, to-wit: · 
i. That during the calendar year of 1949 this applicant mad~ 
gifts. and transfers of property to the donees and in the amounts 
as ,follows: 
. (a) To her sons, W. Vernon Gregory and Dr. Crady P. Gregory, 
jointly, a house and lot of the value of $8,225.00. · · 
(b) To Gr~gory Realty Company, a. partnership composed of 
Dr. Grady P. Gregory and W. Vernon Gregory, the sons of your 
undersigned applicant, personal property of the value of $41,-
- 562.25 and real property of the value of $6~,105.01. 
: That from the above fair values for the purposes of assess-
ment of gift taxes this applicant was. entitled to deduct the sum 
of $19,776.40 as the value of an annuity payable to this applicant 
by the partnership aforesaid pursuant_ to the. terms of that cer-
taiin contract and agreement by and between this applicant and 
_Gregory Realty Company, a partnership as aforesaid, a copy of 
which contract and . agreement is filed with this applicatio~, 
m.arked Exhibit A, and asked to be read as a part hereof. , 
That in addition to the value of the said annuity as her.ein:-
. above set out, thi.s applican:t was entitled to deduct from 
page 4 } the value of said property the sum of $5,615.27, con-
stituting the amount of federal gift tax due . by thifo 
donor as a result of such gifts as aforesaid and the.sum1of $757.44 
or such other amount as this Court .may find to be the.amount 
of state gift tax due by this donor as a result of such gifts, in that, 
pursuant to the terms of the contract hereinabove mentionea 
and filed as Exlui>it A .herewith, it is. specifically set ·out and 
agreed that this applicant was conveying all of her property, 
bot~ real and personal, to the said partnership, composed of h~r 
two sons, and since said .gift taxes hereinabove set out constitute 
a lien upon the property donated . and your applicant had n9 
funds out of which said taxes could be paid, the fair' value of 
~aid gifts was decreased to the extent o~ the federal and state 
4 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
gift taxes imposed thereon. The Department of Taxation of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia has failed and refused to allow 
the ded~ction of the amount of said gift taxes from the value of 
said gifts and has based its tax upon the en~ire value of such gifts 
less the value of the-annuity payable by the said -donees to this 
applicant. From this action by the Department of Taxa.tion 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia this applicant seeks relief as 
prnvided by statute in such cases made and provided. 
II. Thi 3 applicant would further show unto this Court that 
the gifts hereinabove enumerated and set out and being more 
particularly shown by a copy of the gift tax return filed here-
with, marked Exhibit B, and also to be read as a part hereof, 
vrere made by the donor to the Gregory Realty Company, a 
partnership composed of Dr. Grady P. Gregory and W. Vernon 
Gregory, the sons of your applicant, and that pursuant to Title 
58, Section 219, said gifts and exemptions should have been taxed 
.under Class A of said statute, since said gifts were made to a part-
nership composed of the two sons of your donor as aforesaid 
and therefore were "for the use" of the two sons of your sai i 
applicant within the meaning of the said Title 58, Section 219, 
but this applicant says that on the contrary the Department of 
Taxation of the Commonwealth of Virginia has assessed said 
gift taxes on the basis of said donation being made to a Class C 
done~ or beneficiary, with the resultant higher rate of taxation 
and smaller exemptions, by which action your applicant 
page 5 } is aggrieved and prays relief at the hands of this Court. 
· This.applicant would further show that the erroneous 
charges as hereinabove set forth were not caused by the failure 
or refusal of the applicant to furnish an inventory of the prop-
erty subject to -taxation to the Department of Taxation nor by 
the failure or refusal of the applicant to file with the Depart-' 
ment of Taxation any report required by law, but on the contrary,· 
this applicant would show unto this Court that such erroneous 
assessment was made by the Department of Taxation of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia by reason of its failure to properly 
construe the terms and provisions of the statutes of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia applicable to the assessment of gift taxes; 
and this applicant would show unto the Court that in order to 
avoid the accrual of interest on such portion of said tax as is 
properly assessable against this ~pplicant and further to avoid 
civil and criminal prosecution for the non-payment of such taxes, 
this applicant did, on the 31st day of August, 1950, after refusal 
on the part of the Department of Taxation to correct such 
errors as aforesaid, cause to be paid to the said Department of 
Taxation the sum.of $6,000.18 gift taxes, $600.02 penalty thereon 
and $181.50 interest thereon. 
Whereupon your undersigned applicant, Mary Beulah Gregory, 1 
pursuant to the statutes in such cases made and provided, prays 
Commonwealth v. Mary Betilah Gregory. 5 
that this Court :will hear her application for relief from the 
erroneous assessment as hereinabove set. out and that such 
amounts of taxes, penalty and interest as have been erroneoµsly 
assessed against this applicant and paid by her or in her behalf 
may be refunded by the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
And your applicant will ever pray, etc. 
Respectfully submitted, 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY, 
By Counsel. 
WILLIS AND WILLIS, p. q. 
By HOLMAN WILLIS, JR. 
407 Mountain Trust Building 
Roanoke, Virginia 
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NOTICE. 
* * 
To the Honorable C. E. Cuddy, Commonwealth's Attorney for 
the City of Roanoke: _ 
Take notice that pursuant to the provisions of Title 58, Sec-
tion 234, of the Code of Virginia of 1950, the undersigned will, 
on the 15th day of November, 1950, at 10:00 A. M., or as soon 
thereafter as she may be heard, apply to the Honorable Dirk A. 
Kuyk, Judge of the Hustings Court of the City of Roanoke, in 
his courtroom at Roanoke, Virginia, for relief from the erroneous 
gift taxes assessed against her by the Department of Taxation, as 
more specifically set out in her application, a copy of which is 
attached hereto. · 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY, 
By Conusel. 
WILLIS AND WILLIS, p. q. 
-By HOLMAN WILLIS, JR. 
407 Mountain Trust Building 
Roanoke, Virginia. 
Executed the within notice on the within named C. E. Cuddy, 
Commonwealth's Attorney for the City of Roanoke, on Oct. 14, 
.Supreme Court of .A:pp~als of Virginia 
1950, by handing him a true copy hereof in person within the 
City of Roanoke, Va., where he resides. 
Sergt. fee, 7 5c paid. 
EDGAR L. · WINSTEAD, 
Sergeant, City of Roanoke, Va. 
By A. BURNEY CANNADAY, 
Deputy Sergeant. 
Received and filed Oct. 14~ 1950. 
R. J. WATSON, 
. Deputy Clerk. 
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APPLICATJ:ON. 
To: The Honorable Dirk A. Kuyk, Judge of said Court: 
Your undersigned applicant, Mary Beulah Gregory, who makes 
this her application to the Court for relief pursuant to· the pro-
visions of Title 58, Section 234, of the Code of Virginia of 19501 
would respectfully show unto this Court that she is aggrieved 
by the action of the Department of Taxation of the Common-
wealth of Virginia in the following matters, to-wit: 
· . I. That d:uring the calendar year of 1949 this applicaµt mad~ 
gifts and transfers of property to the donees and iil the amounts 
as follows: 
,. (a) . To her sons, W. Vernon Gregory and Dr. Grady P. Gregory, 
jointly, a house and lot ·of the value of $8,225.00. 
(b) To Gregory Realty Company, a partnership composed of 
~ Dr . .Grady P. Gregory and W. Vernon Gregory, the sons of your 
und~rsigned applicant, personal property of the value of $41,-
562.25 and real property of t\le value of $62,105.01. . 
That from the above fair values for the purposes of assessment 
of gift taxes this applicant was entitled to deduct .the sum of 
$19,776.40 as the value of an annuity payable to 'this applicant 
by the partnership aforesaid pursuant to the terms of that cer-
tain contract and agreement hy and bet'Yeen this applicant and 
Gregory ~alty Company, a partnership as aforesaid, a copy of 
which contract and agreement is filed with this application, 
marke~ Exhibit A, and asked to be rea~ as a part here.of. 
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That in addition to the value of the said annuity · as herein-
above set out, this applicant was entitled to d~duct from 
page ·8 ~ the value of said property the sum of $5,615.27, con-
stituting the amount. of federal gift tax due by this 
donor as a result of such gifts as aforesaid and the sum of $757.44 
or such other amount as this Court may find to be. the amount 
of state gift tax due by this donor as a result of such gifts, in 
that, pursuant to the terms of the contract hereinabove mentioned 
and filed as Exhibit A herewith, it is ~pecifically set out and agreed 
that this applicant was conveying all of her property, both real 
and personal, to the said partnership, composed of her two sons, 
and since said gift taxes hereinabove set out constitute a lien 
upon the property donated and your applicant had' no funds 
out of which said taxes could be paid, the fair value of said· gifts 
was decreased to the extent of the federal and state gift taxes 
imposed thereon. The ,Department of Taxation of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia has failed and refused to allow the de-
duction of the ar;nount of said gift taxes from the value of said 
gifts and has based its tax upon the entire value of such gifts 
less. the value of the annuity payable by the said donees to this 
applicant. ·From this action by the Department of Taxatiorr 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia this applicant seeks relief as 
provided by statute in such cases made and provided. 
II. This applicant would further show unto this Court 'that · 
the gifts hereinabove enumerated and set out and being more 
particularly shown by a copy of the gift tax return filed here-
with, marked Exhibit B, and asked to be read as a part hereof' 
were made ,by the donor to the Gregory Realty Company,· a 
partne_rship composed of Dr. Grady P .. Gregory and W. Vernon 
Gregory, the sons- of your applicant, and that pursuant to Title 
58, Section 219, said gifts and exemptions should have been taxed 
under Class A of said. statute, since said. gifts were made to a 
partnership composed of the two sons of your donor as aforesaid 
and therefore were "for the use" of the two sons of your said 
applicant within the meaning of the said Title 58, Section 219,. 
but this applicant says that on the contrary the Dapa,tment of 
Taxation of the Commonwealth of Virginia has assessed said 
gift taxes on. the basis of said donation being m!:tde to a Class C 
donee or beneficiary, with the resultant higher rate of taxation 
and smaller exemptions, by which action yllur applicant 
page 9 ~ is aggrieved and prays relief at the hands of this Court. 
This applicant would further show that the erroneous 
charges as hereinabove set forth were not caused by the failure 
or refusal of the applicant to furnish an inventory of the prop-
erty subject to taxation to the Department of Taxation nor by 
the failure or refusal of the applicant to file with the Depart-
ment of Taxation any report required by law, but on the con-
trary, this applicant would show unto this -Court that such 
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erroneous assessment was made by the Department of Taxation 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia by reason of its failure to 
properly construe the terms and provisions· of the statutes of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia applicable to the assessment of gift 
taxes; and this applicant w.ould show unto the Court that in 
order to avoid the accrual of interest on such portion of said tax 
as is properly assessable against this applicant and further to 
avoid civil and criminal prosecution for the non-payment of such 
taxes, this applicant did, on the 31st day of August, 1950, after 
refusal on the part of the Department of Taxation to correct 
such errors as aforesaid, cause to be paid to the said Depart-
ment of Taxation the sum of $6,000.18 gift taxes, $600.02 penalty 
thereon and $181.50 interest thereon. 
Whereupon your undersigned applicant, Mary Beulah Gregory, 
pursuant to the statutes in such cases made and provided, prays 
that this Court will hear her application for relief from the 
erroneous assessment as hereinabove set out and that such 
amounts of taxes, penalty and interest as have Been erroneously 
assessed against this applicant and paid by her or in her behalf 
may b~ refunded by the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
And your applicant will ever pray, etc. 
. Respectfully submitted, 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY, 
By Counsel. 
WILLIS AND WILLIS, p. q. 
By HOLMAN WILLIS, JR. 
407 Mountain Trust Building 
Roanoke, Virginia. 
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Received and filed Oct. 17, 1950. 
* 
* 
R. J. WATSON,. 
Clerk. 
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To: The Honorable Dirk A. Kuyk, Judge o~ said Court: 
Your undersigned applicant, Mary Beulah Gregory, who makes 
this her application to the Court for relief pursuant to the pro-
visions of Title 58, Section 234, of the Code of Virginia of 1950, 
would respectfully show unto this Court that she is aggrieved 
by the action of the Department of Taxation of the Common-
wealth of Virginia in the following matters, to-wit: 
I. That during the calendar year of 1949 this applicant mg,d 
gifts and transfers of property to the donees and in. the am~mnts 
as ·follows: 
I, 
(a.) To her sons, W. Vernon Gregory .and Dr. Grady P. Gregory, 
jointly, a house and lot of the value of $8,225.00. 
(b) To Gregory Realty Company, a partnership composed of 
Dr. Grady P. Gregory and W. Vernon Gregory, the sons of your 
undersigned applicant, personal property of the value of $41,~ 
562.25 and real property of the value of $62,105.01. 
That from the above fair values for the purposes o.f assess-
ment of' gift taxes this applicant was entitled tQ deduct the sum 
of $19,776.40 as the value of an annuity payable to this applicant. 
by the partnership aforesaiq pursuant to the terms of that cer-
tain contract and agreement by and between this applicant and 
Gregory ReaJty Company, a partnership as aforesaid, a copy· of 
which contract and agreement is filed with this application, 
marked· Exhibit A, and asked to be read as a part hereof. · 
That in addition to the value of the said annuity as herein;.. 
above set out, this applicant was .entitled to deduct 
page 12 ~ from the value of said property the sum of $5,615.27, 
constituting the amount of federal gift -tax due by this 
donor as a result of such gifts as aforesaid and the sum of $757.44 · 
or such other amount as this Court may find to ·be the amount 
of state gift tax due by this donor as a result of such gifts, in that, 
pursuant to the terms of the contract hereinabove mentioned 
and filed as Exhibit A herewith, it is specifically set out and agreed 
that this applicant was conveying all of her property, both real 
and personal, to the said partnership, composed of her two sons, 
and since said gift taxes hereinabove set out constitute a lien 
upon the property donated and your applicant had no funds out 
of which said taxes could be paid, the fair value of S9.id gifts was 
decreased to the extent of the federal and state gift taxes ·im-
posed thereon. The Department of Taxation of the Common~ 
wealth. of Virginia has failed and refused to allow the deduction 
of the amount of said gift taxes from the value of said gifts and 
has based its tax upon the entire value of such gifts less the value 
. of the -annuity payable by the. said donees to this applicant .. 
I ' 
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From this action by the Department of Taxation of the Com· 
monwealth of Virginia this applicant seeks relief as provided by 
statute in such cases made an~ provided. 
II. This applicant would further show unto this Court that 
that the gifts hereinabove enumerated and set out and being 
mote particularly shown by a copy of the gift tax re~urn here-
with, marked Exhibit B, ·and asked to be. re!l.d a'3 a o!l.rt hereof, 
were made by the donor to the Gregory Realty CJmpany, a 
partnership composed of Dr. Grady P. Gregory and W. Vernon 
Gregory, the sons of your applicant, and that pursuant to Title 
58, Section 219, said gifts and exemptions should have been taxed 
under Class A of said statute, since said gifts were m'l.de to a 
partnership composed of the two sons of your donor as afore-
said and therefore were "for the use" of the two sons of your 
said applicant within the meaning of the said Title 58, Section 
219, but_ this applicant says that on the contrary the Depart-
ment of Taxation of the Commonwealth of Virginia has assessed 
said gift taxes on the· basis of said donation being m~de to a 
Clt\SS C donee or beneficiary, with the resultant· higher rate of 
taxation and smaller exemptions, by which action your 
page 13 ~ applicant is aggrieved and prays relief at the hands of 
this Court. 
This applicant would further show that the erroneous charges 
~ hereinabove set forth were not caused by the failure or re-
fusal or the applicant to furnish an inventory of the property 
subject to taxation to the Department · of Taxation nor by the 
f~ilure or refusal of the applicant to file with the Department 
of Taxation any report required by law, but on the contrary, this 
applicant would.show unto thjs Court that such erroneous assess-
ment was made by the Department of Taxation of the Common-
wealth of Virgini~ by :reason of its failure to properly construe 
the terms and provisions of the statutes of the Qommonwealth 
of Virginia app}icable to the assessment of gift taxes; and this 
applicant would show unto the Court that in order to avoid the 
accrual of interest on such portion of said tax as is properly 
assessable against this applicant and further to avoid civil and 
criminal prosecution for the non-payment of such taxes,· this 
applicant did, on the 31st day of August, 1950, after refusal on 
the part of the Department of Taxation to correct such errors 
as aforesaid, cause to be paid to the said Department of Taxa-
.tion the sum of $6,000.18 gift taxes, $600.02 penalty thereon and 
$181.50 interest thereon. 
Whereupon your undersigned applicant, Mary Beulah Gregory, 
pursuant to the statutes in such cases made ·and provided, prays 
that this Court will hear her application for r~lief from the 
erroneous assessment as hereinabove set out and that such 
amounts of taxes, penalty and interest as have heen erroneously 
Commonwealth v. Mary Beulah Gregory. U 
{1Ssessed against this applicant and paid by her or in her behalf 
may be refunded by the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
And your applicant will ever pray, etc. 
Respectfully submitted, 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY, 
By Counsel. 
WILLIS AND WILLIS, p. q. 
By HOLMAN. WILLIS, JR. 
407 Mountain Trust Building 
Roanoke, Virginia. 
page 14} Whereas, the undersigned Mary Beulah. Gregory, 
widow of Dr. W. S. Gregory, deceased, is the owner of 
· certain real and personal estate and interests in real estate which 
she acquired by the will of her late husband, Dr. W. S. Gregory, 
~nd also certain personal estate which she has acquired .since the 
death of her said husband; and . 
Whereas, tp.ere were born of the marriage of the said Mary 
Beulah Gregory and Dr. W. S. Gregory two children, both of 
whom are npw living, namely, Dr. Grady P. Gregory and W. 
Vernori · Gregory, both of. Ro~noke, Virginia, and the said Mary 
Beulah Gregory knows that it was the desire and purpose of her 
husband and it is also the desire and purpose of herself that all 
of said property which she acquired through the will of ,her said 
husband and all of. the property of every nature· which she has 
since acquired and all of the property or interests in property of 
every nature of which she may be possessed or to which she m·ay 
be entitled at the t me of her death should pass and belong to 
her two sad sons or to such partnership or other instrumentality 
as her two .said sons may direct; and 
Whereas, it is also true that the said Mary Beulah Gregory is 
now advanced in years, being more than ~ighty years of age,· and 
wishes to relieve herself of the care and maintenance of her 
estate and further wishes to avoid the risks incidental to varying 
net inco:n;ie from rental properties and investments and to insure 
to herself a fixed income for the remainder of her na~ural life"; 
and 
Whereas, said Mary Beul~h Gregory is now in full possession 
of all her faculties and is entirely cognizant of the disposition 
which she desires to be made of all of her said property and the 
reason therefor but realizes that if she lives to a great age she 
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'may become incompetent to make such disposition of her prop..; 
· erty according to her own wishes and. the wishes of 
_ page 15 } her said husband .. 
Now, therefore, this contract, made and entered 
into this 31st day of May, 1949, by and between Mary Beulah 
Gregory, party of the first part, and Gregory Realty Co~pany, 
a partnership composed of Dr. Grady P .. Gregory and W. Vernon 
Gregory, trading and doing business as Gregory Realty Company, 
party of the second part, and Dr. Grady P. Gregory and W. 
Vernon Gregory in their ·own proper persons, parties of the 
third part; ·· · ' · 
WIT~ESSETH: 
That for and in consideration of the mutual stipulations and 
agreements hereinafter contained, the said parties have con-
tracted as follows,. to-wit: 
. F rst: The party of the second part contracts, agrees· and binds 
itself to pay unto the said Mary Beulah Gregory the sum of 
four thousand eight hundred dollars ($4,800.00) per year, divided 
into twelve equal monthly payments, for each year hereafter, 
beginning on the.31st day of May,· 1949, and continuing through-
out the natural life of the said Mary Beulah Gregory, and if by 
reason of unusual expenses incidental to any illness the said 
Mary Beulah Gregory should need more than the said , sum of 
$4,800.00 per annum, the said party of the second part will con-
tribute such reasonable additional sums as· inay be necessary for 
such unusual treatment or care, and the said Dr. Grady P .. 
Gregory and W. Vernon Gregory, parties of the third part, do 
personally guarantee that the contract of said partnership for · 
the payment of said sums to the said party of the ·first part will 
be made as contracted, all according to the spirit and true in-
tention of this contract. · 
Second: As a part of the consideration for this contract and 
· for the promise of the party of the second part to make 
page 16 } such monthly payments, the said Mary Beulah 
Gregory contracts to convey, assign and transfer to 
said partnership by appropriate assignments, deeds, transfers 
or other papers, all of her real property or interests in real prop-
erty and personal property or mixed property of every nature, 
save and except for a bank a·ccount of about $2,000.00 now de-
posited jointly to the account of the said Mary Beulah Gregory, 
W. Vernon Gregory and Dr. Grady P. Gregory in the First Na-
tional Exchange Bank of Roanoke, Virginia, and save and except 
her wearing apparel, personal ·effects, household effects, house-
4old furniture and any or all other goods or personalty now used 
by the. said Mary Beulah Gregory in her home. 
Commonwealth v. Mary Beulah Gregory. 13 
. . 
Third: As a part of the consideration for this contract and 
specifically as a part of the inducem~nt to said party of the second 
part to contract to make said guaranteed payments to the, party 
of the first p~rt, the said Mary Beulah Gregory does also con-
tract and agree to execute a will, by the terms of which will the 
said Mary Beulah Gregory will devise and bequeath unto the 
said partnership any and all property or interest in property of 
every .nature, whether .real, personal or mixed and wheresoever 
situated, which the said Mary Beulah Gregory may own at the· 
time of her death; said Mary Beulah Gregory contracts and agrees 
riot to execute any other or future will or to modify the above 
mentioned will executed by her, by codicil, amendment or other-
wise, and further contracts and agrees that if in the future she 
should execute any additional will, or codicil to or alteration of 
said will so executed pursuant to this contract, such change, 
codicil or other will shall be void and of no eft'ect .. 
In witness whereof said Mary Beulah Gregory, Dr. Grady 
P. Gregory and W. Vernon Gregory have each hereunto set their 
signatures and seals in their own proper persons, and 
page 17 ~ Gregory Realty Company, a partnership, has executed 
the same by affixing thff signature of said partnership 
· by W. Vernon Gregory, managing partner of the said partner-
ship, all on the day and year first above written. 
State of Virginia: 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY (Seal) 
GRADY P. GREGORY 1 (Seal) 
W. VERNON GREGORY (Seal) 
GREGORY REALTY CO. 
By W. VERNON GREGORY, 
Managing Partner. 
City of Roanok!3, to-wit: 
I, , a notary public in and for the city 
and State aforesaid, do hereby certify that Mary Beulah Gregory, 
Dr. Grady P. Gregory, W. Vernon Gregory and the Gregory 
Realty Company by W. Vernon .Gregory; .managing partner 
· thereof, whose names are signed to the foregoing writing bearing 
date the 31st day of May, 1949, have .this day personally ap-
peared before me in my said city and State and acknowledged 
the same. 
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AIIENDED RETURN 
COMl\WNWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
GUT TAXES 
CALENDAR YEAR 1949 
USE TIDS FORM FOR REPORT OF DONOR 
(This reP9rt must be file:l with the Department of Taxation, Richmond. Virainfa, on or before March 
15 foltowrng the close of the calendar year, provided the donol'"omde a. gifi or gifts dorin&auch eafei1dar 
ye:1r in excess of Sl.000 in value to any one donee.) 
To the Department of Twmtiou, Ric.hmolXd. Virginia: 
Name oi Donor Msr., Beulab Gregory 
Cii 
Coiinty of Dc>,nor'e; Residence Roanoke 
Street Addl'ess of Donor 1Q6 Mountain Avenue, S. W. 
Postotfi~ Addreslt of Donor Roa.noke. Virginia 
COMPUTATION OF TAX 
Blood 
Name of Donee Age . relationship Value 
I to donor of gift 
Dr. Grady P. G~ry I l 
Medical Arts Buildins 
Son Roanoke, Virginia 42 871 58 
L..-
-
W. Vernon Gregory 
Mountain Trust Bank Building 
Son Roanoke, Virginia 42 871 57 
-
Total Gift Tax Payable-
Calendar Year 1949 
I 
-
Less: Tax Paid with Original Ret um 
-
I 
! - r 







5 000 00 37 871 58 
I 
- - - -
I-
5 000 00 37 871 57 
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Commonwealth v. Mary Beulah Gregory. 
(Back Bide) 
ITEMIZED SCHEDULE OF GIFTS 
No.1-REA..l,ESTA't:g nl VlRGmIA 
ur None. so Stute> 
Df!scription of Ptd;tty Nsm+! and Address 
Constituting G ft bf Donee 
Sale or Bouse and Lot located at 106 M ountain A venue, S. W ., Roa-
noke, Virgini~ for consideration of S10.00 and Natural W. add 
Affection on arch29, 1949, to Dr. Grady P. Gr'frory an • Ver-
ncn Gregory, Roanoke, Virginia- OffiC1alCity o. 1021704 
Transfs to G~ry Realty Company, a partnenrhi}'JcomJ)(lf!eci of th·. 
Grady P. regory and W. Verno n Gregory, Mountain Trust 
Buildlngi Roanoke, Vi?i!nia. for 1 ife annuity per contract dated 
May 31, 919-persche ule sttacb led 




No. 2-TANGIBLE PEltSONAL PROPER'EY DJ vntGINIA 
(If None, so State) 






Totsl ~Jlo. 2) 










·' Date of 
Gift 
u 225 00 
























J No ne 
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,, TRANSFER PER CONTRACT MAY 31, 1949, OF REAL 
ESTATE BY MARY BEULAH 'GREGORY TO 
GREGORY REALTY COMPANY, A PARTNERSHIP 
COMPOSED OF GRADY, P. GREGORY AND 
W. VER~ON GREGORY: ' 
Item No. 1 of Return: 
Description of Property · 
· 1 Commercial property-(72 owned 
by Grady P. Gregory personally) 
-OfficialCityNo.1012220, N. W. 
Corner Luck and Henry Street 
53.69' 0. S., 413 1st Street, S. W., 
Roanoke, Virginia -Assessed 
· value-Land $23,437.00, improve-




2 Commercial Property-{~ owned 
· by Grady P. Gregory personally) 
-Official City No. 1010418, N ... 
W. corner Salem Avenue and 1st 
Street 33' 0. S., 101 and 101A 
Salem Avenue, S. W., Roanoke, 







515.00. (%:value·extended) 4,371.00 7,285.00 
3 Commercial Property-(Uowned by 
Grady P. Gregory personally)-
Official City No. 1010417, N. S. 
Salem 33' W. 1st Street 33' 0. S. 
103 and 105 Salem Avenue, S .. 
W., Roanoke, Virginia. Assessed 
. value-Land $3,313.00, improve-
. ments $1,267.00 (% value ex-
tended) 3,435.00 5,725.00 
' 4 Commercial Property-
Official City No. 1010416, N. S. 
Salem W. 1st Street 30' 0. S .. , 107 
Salem .Avenue, S. W., Roanoke, 
Virginia. Assessed value-Land 
$2,409.00, improvements, $2,-
592.00 -5,001.00 8·,335.00 
,I 
Commonwealth v. Mary Beulah Gregory. 11. 
5 Residences-:--Rental-(2)-
. Official City No. 1020414, W. S. 
Henry Street 55' S. Day 97.41' 0. 
S., 705-709 1st Street, S. W., Roa-
noke, Virginia.' Assessed value-
Land $2,045. 00, improvements 
$3,539.00 . 5,584.00 9,306.67 
. 
' 6 Residence-Duplex-
. . Official City No. 1021602, E. S. 
3rd Street- 90' S. Mountain Ave-
nue, S. W. 60' 0. S., Assessed 
value-Land $767.00, improve- . 
ments $4,121.00, Roanoke,· Vir-. 
ginia 4,888.00 8,146.67 
Total (No. 1) $62,105.01 
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TRANSFER PER CONTRACT MAY 31, 194:9, OF 
INTANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY BY BEULAH 
GREGORY TO GREGORY REALTY COMPANY, 
A PARTNERSHIP COMPOSED OF GRADY P. GREGORY· 
AND W. VERNON GREGORY 
Item No. 4 of Return: 
Value at Date 
Descripti9n of Property of Gift 
1 100 Shares Common Capital Stock (N. P.) 
Mathieson Chemical Corp. Qu_btation May 
31, 1949--:3772 . $3,750.00 
2 12 Shares Common Capital Stock (N. P.) 
Standard Brands, Inc. Quotation May 31, 
1949-18 5/8 223. 50 
3 400 Shares Common Capital Stock (N. P.) Uni-
versal Leaf Tobacco Co1Dipany. Quotation 
May 31, 1949-21% 8,700.00 
4 10 Shares Common Capital Stock (Par $1.00) 
National Theatre .Corporation..i.-No ·quota-
tion available 10. 00 
5 14 4/10 Shares Preferred Capital Stock (Par 
$10Q~OO) National Theatre Corporation-No 
quotation available. Valued according to 
estimated market of $75.00 1,080. 00. 
18 Supreme ·Court of. Appeals of Virginia 
6 50 .Shares Common Capital Stock (Par $50.00) 
Auaconda Copper Miri.ing Company. Quota-
. tion May 3il, 1949-31 5/8 · 1,.581.25 
7 350 Shares Common Capital Stock (Par $10.00) 
General Motors Corporation. Quotation May 
31, 1949-59~ . · · 20,825.00 
8 10 Shares Common Capital Stock (Par $100.00) 
Dixie Finance and. Loan Corporation. No 
quotation available. Valu~d according to 
estimated market of $100.0o· . · · 1,000. 00 
9 150· Shares Common Capital Stock (Par $1.00) 
Adams Express Co. Quotation May 31, 
1949-1872 2,775.00 
10 100 Shares Capital Stock (N. P.) International 
Telephone and Telegraph Corporation. Quo-
tation May 31, 1949-10 3/8 1,037.50 
11 150 S~ares Common Capital Stock (Par $1.00) 
United Corporation. Quotation May 31, 
1949-2 7/8 431.25 
12 2 Shares Common Capital ·Stock (Par $1.00) 
Radio-Keith-Orpheun Company. Quotation 
. May 31, 1949-8 7 /8 17. 75 
13 4 Shares Common Capital Stock (Par $18.00) 
M:cKesson and Robbins, Inc. Quotation May 
31, 1949-32% 13i.OO 
Total Stocks ( carried forward) $41,562.25 
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TRANSFER PER CONTRACT MAY 31, 1949, OF 
INTANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY BY BEULAH 
GREGORY TO- GREGORY REALTY COMPANY, 
A PARTNERSHIP COMPOSED OF GRADY P. GREGORY 
AND W. VERNON GREGORY . 
Item No. 4 of Return: 
Value at Date 
Description of Property o'f Gift 
Total Stocks (brought forwarµ) · $~1, 562. 25 
Less: 
· Value of annuity payable to donor 
by donees (age 80) for life, $4,800 
X 4.118 $19,776.40 
.Commonwealth v. Mary Beulah Gregory. 19 
Liability for Virginia State gift 
taxes ( donor retaining no funds 
to make pp.yments and donee's 
compelled. to provide required 
funds for same) 757.44 
Liability for ;Federal gift tax,es 
( donor retaining no funds to 
make payment and donee's com-
pelled to provide required funds 
for same). · 5,615.27 
To~al (No. 4) 
~age 22~ COPY 
ITEMIZED SCHEDULE OF GIFTS 
No. 4-INTANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY 
Description of Property 
Constituting Gift 
T ransfer to Grego:l' Realty Co°&.any, 
P. Gr~o1 an W. Vernon ~or 
Roa.no e, irginia, for life annuity 
schedule attached-{Total values of corporate stocks le 
doneea) 
Total (No. 4) 
Description of Property 
Constituting Gift 
Total {No. 5) 
(If None, eo State) · 
Name and Address 
of Donee 
a partnership composed or Dr. Grady 
y, Mountain Trust Bank Building, 
per contract dated May 31, 1949, per 
sa annuity and Gift Taxes assumed by 
No. 5-0THER GIFTS 
{If None, so State) 










- - -$15 413 14 
Value at 








I. the undersigned donor (or executor or administrator), hereby swear that this report, including the 
accompanying schedules and statements, baa been examined by me, and to the beat of my knowledge 
and belief, is a true and complete report made in good faith for the calendar year stated, purauant to 
Chapter 9 A of The Tax Code of Virginia, concerning Gift Taxes. 
Donor {or Executor or Administrator). 
Subscribed and sworn to before me, at this day of. 19 
Notary Public or other officer authorized by law to administer oaths. 
My commission expuea,---------
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(Back Side) 
VIRGINIA GIFT TAX CLASSEj~ RATES·AND EXEMPTIONS1..UNDER CHAPTER 9-A OFT.BE 
TAX·'CODE OF VffiGU'IIA, APPLICABLE TO GIFT1:1 MADE ON OR AFTER 
.. ; ~- ' · . . JUNE 19, 1934 . 
. CLASS·A:__:FATHER, :&IOTHER.:. GRANDFATHERS, GRAND?ilOTHE~ HUSBAN.J2J WIFE. 
C'!}f&DRlm BY BLOOD O.tt BY, LEGAL ADOPTION, GRANDC.tuLDREN. ~D ALL 
0 R.LINEAL ANCESTORS AND LINEAL DESCENDANTS OF THE DONOR. 
(Exemption $5,000 to each Donee) 
o,FT 
Rate Tax Total 
Ta.x11.ble Per Cent for Bracket Tax 
Exceeding Not Exceeding 
$ 6,000 • 50,000 $ 45,000 1 $ 450 s 450 (Exemption) 
50,000 100,000 50,000 2 1,000 1,450 
100,000 500,000 400,000 3 12,000 13,450 
500,000 1,000,000 500,000 4 20,000 33,450 
1,000,000 5 
' 
CLASS B ...... BROTHERS, SISTERS, NEPHEWS,NmCES, OFTHE WHOLE OR HALF BLOOD OF ' 
. THE DONOR . 
(Exemption $2,000 to each Donee) 
GIFT 
Rate Tax Total 
Taxable Per Cent for Bracket Tax· 
Exceeding Not Exceeding 
S 2,000 S 25,000 $ 28,000 2 $ 460 $ 460 (Exemption) 
25,000 I . 50,000 25·,000 4 1,000 1.460 
50,000 100,000 50,000 6 3~000 4,460, 
100,000 500,000 400,000 8 32,000 36,460 
500,000 10 ' 
CLASS C-GRAND.NEPHEWS AND GRAND-NmCES OF THE DONOR AND ALL PERSONS 
OT~R THAN MEMBERS OF CLASSES "A" AND "B" AND ALL FffiMS, INSTITUTIONS, 
. ASSOCIATIONS AND CORPORATIONS. 
(Exemption $1,000 to each Donee) 
GIFT 
Rate Tax Total 
Taxable Per Cent for Bracket Tu 
~ceeding Not Exceeding 
S 1.000 
, (Exemption) $ 25,000 $24,000 5 s 1,200 s 1,200 
· 25,000 50,000 25,000 7 1,750 2,950 
~.~ 100,000 50,000 9 4,500 7,450 
100,000 500,000 400,000 12 48,000 55,450 
500,000 15 
Co:mmonwealth v. Mary. Beulah Gregory~ 21 
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'* * • * * 
Received and filed Nov. 6, 1950. 
W. H. CARR, 
D. C. 
ANSWER. 
Now comes the Commonwealth of Virginia and files this its 
answer to the application filed herein by Mary Beulah Gregory 
for the correction of an assessment of gift taxes made by the 
State Department of Taxation and for a refund of taxes paid 
pursuant to said assessment. 
The allegations of fact contained in the application a.re ad-
mitted to be true but the conclusions of law are denied. Spe-
cifically it is denied that the applicant was entitled to deduct 
the amount of Federal and State gift taxes from the value of 
the gi(ts subject to the tax and it is denied that the gifts should 
have been taxed as if made to or for the use of a Class A bene-
ficiary, since they were made to and for the use of a partnership 
which comes within the provisions of the statute dealing with 
Class C beneficiaries. 
The Commonwealth, therefore, says that the assessment com-
plained of is c<;>rrect and that the relief requested should be de· 
nied and the petition dismissed at the cost of the Applicant. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA,. 
• 
By WALTER E. ROGERS, 
Assistant Attorney General. 
* • * 
OPINION. 
This case involves the interpretation of_ the statutes , of Vir-
ginia pertaining to taxes imposed by the state upon gifts. 
Both litigants· agree that the two questions presented have 
never been passed · upon by the Supreme Court of Appeals of 
Virginia and no authorities in point from other courts have been 
cited. Consequently, the intention of the legislature when the 
statutes were adopted, if it can be ascertained, determines both 
of the questions raised, viz., (1) whether the amount of Federal 
and State gift taxes may be deducted from the value of the gift 
in determining the amount of the assessment, and (2) whether 
a gift to a partnership composed of sons of the donor is a gift to 
beneficiaries in Class A or Class C under the designations of the 
statutes. 
22 -Supreme -Court of Appeals of Virginia 
As to the first question, it ·might have arisen in any case iu 
which a gift tax has been imposed by the State of Virginia but, 
as far as is known, has never been raised ~efore. If the position 
of the applicant is sound ·it might he,asked why the same rule 
would not apply as to other taxes where the amount of the tax 
is determined by valuation. Had the legislature intended that 
the deductions claimed in this case were proper it is difficult to 
believe. that no at~.mpt would have been m!tde until now to ob-
tain the · benefit. thereof.. Furthermore, from a reading of the 
applicable. section of the Code, it is my opinion that it was in-
tended that the tax should be assessed upon the actual 
page 25 ~ value, of the gift when made, regardless of by whom 
the tax might be paid, and that the amQunt of the 
assessment is not affected by the inability of the donor to pay 
· the tax. As far as this case is concerned, it is not apparent from 1 • 
the record that the donor, even after the. gift was completed, 
-actually was not able to pay the tax. 
In fixing the amount that might be given away tax-free, it is 
apparent .that the legislature took into consideration the rela- , 
tionship of the dono~ to the beneficiaries and the nearer the re-
lationship, or the more natural was the object of the gift, the 
larger the deduction allowed. This js the basis upon which there 
. is a variance in the amount of taxes imposed upon peneficiaries 
in the different classifications set u,p by the statute. Conse-
quently, it seems to me that the determining factor in arriving· 
at the classification of a particular beneficiary is the relationship 
to the donor, whether the gift is made directly. to the bene-
ficiary, or for the benefit or use of such beneficiary. If this is 
. correct, it follows that the partnership in this case is a Class A 
beneficiary and the tax upon the gift to it should be assessed 
accordingly. 
An. order may be presented carrying into effect the conclusions 
as .herein expressed. 
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* * * 
ORDER No. 7618 
This day came Mary Beulah Gregory, by counsel, and came 
also the Department of Taxation of the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, by counsel designated by said Department to de.fend the 
application of the said Mary Beulah Gregory, and from the argu-
ment of counsel representing the parties aforesaid, and the 
application and exhibits filed therewith·of Mary Beulah Gregory, 
and the answer thereto of the Commonwealth of Virginia, this 
Court finds as follows: · 
Commonwealth v. Mary Beulah Gregory. 23· 
That during the calendar year of 1949 the applicant, Mary 
Beulah Gregory made gifts and transfers of property· to the 
donees a11-d in the amounts as follows: 
(a) Tohersons, W. VernonGregoryandDr.GradyP.Gregory, 
jointly, a house and lot of the value of $8,225.00, 1 
(h) To Gregory Realty Company,. a partnership, composed of 
Dr. Grady P. Gregory and W. Vernon Gregory, the sons of said 
applicant, real and personal property of the total value of $103,-
667.26. 
That from the above values there is deductible for the pur-
poses of assessment of ~ft tax, the su,m o'f $19, 776.4,0, said sum 
being the value of a·n annuity payable to the applicant by the 
p,artnership aforesaid, pursuant to the terms of a certain con-
tract and agreement heretofore filed in this action. 
page 27 ~ That the said applicant heretofore filed with the 
Division of Inheritance and Gift Tax of the Depart-
ment of Taxation of the State of Virginia, a gift tax; return setting 
up the above stated values and deductions, and in addition 
thereto, deducting from the value of said property for the pur-
~oses of assessment, the sum of $5,615.27, said amount being the 
liability for Federal gift tax, and the sum of $757.44 being the 
sum claimed by app)icant to be due as State gift tax. Said 
applicant further computed said tax on the basis of ~ joint gift 
to two Class A beneficiaries, as set up and defined by. Title 58, 
Section 219 of the Code of Virginia of 1950, thus claiming a total 
exemption of $10,000.00 and computing the total tax due the 
State of Virginia on said gift to be $757.44. . . 
Upon receiving the return as aforesaid, the. Division of In-
heritance and Gift Tax of the Department of Taxation of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia disallowed the claimed exemption 
for Federal and State gift taxes, as hereinabove set out, anc;l ~ 
addition thereto maintained th~t the gift to Gregory Realty 
Company, as hereinabove set out, was a gift to a Class C bene-
ficiary, as defined by Title 58, Section 219 of the Code of Vir-
ginia of 1950, and assessed the applicant with a tax of $6,000.18 
plus a penalty of $600.02 for failure to file said return on or before 
March 15, 1950, together with interest in the amount of $181.50, 
making a total assessment of $6,781.70. The Department 
assessed no tax on the joint gift to the two son.s of the applicant 
as the value thereof was only $8,225.00 and Title 58, Section 219 
of the Code of Virginia of 1950 provides an exemption of $5,000.00 
for each Class A beneficiary. 
page 28·} It appearing to this Court from the application and 
answer thereto that the hereinabove stated facts are 
not in question and are agreed to by the parties hereto, and it 
further appearing to the Court that there are two questions in-, 
yolyed, in this action; first, as to the right of the applicant to 
'2°4 · -Supreme ·Court of .A.pp~als of Virginia 
deduct from the taxable value of the gifts the amount of the-
Federal gift tax, and the State gift tax, and this Court is of the 
opinion that such amounts- are not deductible, and the am~unts 
claimed by the applicant as such deductions are hereby dis-
allowed and it is so ORDERED and DECREED. 
The second question involved is the question of whether or 
not a gift to a partnership composed wholly of Class A bene-
ficiaries is a gift .to 1>r for the use of a Class A beneficiary, or to or 
for the use of a Class C beneficiary, ~ set out and defined in 
,Title Q~, S_ectiQn 219 of the Code of Virginia of 1950. This 
Court ~ .. of ~e opinion, for reasons more fully set out in the written 
. opinion 'of this Court, heretofore filed herein, that such- a gift i~ 
, to and for the u~e of a Class A beneficiary, and the ta.x. on· the 
gift to Gregory Realty Comp~ny should be computed accord- · 
ing to the provisions of said Statute, with reference to Class A 
beneficiaries, rather than Class C beneficiaries, thus allowing 
an exemption of $5,000.00 on the gift to the said Gregory Realty 
Company, and it is so ADJUDGED and ORDEaED. It is 
further ADJUDGED and ORDERED that the Commonwealth 
of Virginia shall refamd to Mary Beulah Gregory, the applicant 
herein, the sum of $5,502.18, said sum being the amount by 
which said applicant was overcharged for. gift tax on the gift to 
Gregory Realty Company. 
The Commonwealth, by counsel, excepted to the judgment of 
the Court in so far as it pertained to the second ques-
page 29 ~ tion mentioned above, and asked that her exception 
be noted of record, which is accordingly done; ·and the 
Commonwealth indicating by counsel her intent to apply to 
the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. for a writ of error to 
the judgme_nt and order of this court, IT IS FURTHER OR~ 
DERED that the execution of this order be, and the same is, 
hereby suspended for a period of sixty days from this day. 
Enter Jun, 1951 
D. A. K. 
Judge. 
C. L. 0. B. No. 90. Page 46. 
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* * 
NOTICE OF APPEAL AND ASSIGNME!NT 
OF ERROR. 
The Commonwealth of Virginia, by eounsel, hereby gives her 
notice of appeal from the final order of the Hustings Court of 
Coinnionwealth v. Mary·Beulah Grego~y. 2s 
the City of Roanoke, entered in the above styled matter on the 
29th clay of June, 1951, granting a refund in the amount of 
$5,502.18 to the Applicant, Mary· Beulah Gregory, said sum being 
the am01.µ1t assessed by the Department of Taxation as a gift 
tax on the gift to the Gregory Realty Company. 
The Commonwealth assigns as error the following: 
The Court erred in holding that the tax on the gift to the 
- Gregory Realty Company should be computed according to the 
provisions of Section 58-219 of the Code with reference to Class A 
beneficiaries, rather than Class C beneficiaries, thus allowing 
an exemption of $5;000.00 on the gift to the said Gregory Realty 
Company. 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
By HENRY T. WICKHAM, 
Assistant Attorney General. 
Timely and legal notice of the foregoing notice of appeal and 
assignment of error is hereby accepted .this 29th day of June, 
1951. 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY, 
By HOLMAN WILLIS, JR., 
·Received and filed June 29, 1951. ·. 
Of Counsel. 
R. J. WATSON, 
Clerk. 
DESIGNATION OF RECORD TO BE PRINTED. 
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To R. J. Watson, Clerk of Courts: 
The Commonwealth of Virginia, by counsel, does hereby 
designate all of the record in the above styled cause ( except the 
notice to the Honorable C. H. Morrissett, State Tax Com-
missioner) which includes: 
1. Notice of appeal and assignment of error. . 
2. Application of Mary Beulah Gregory. 
. I 
2.6 Snprem:e·· ·Court--of Appeals of Virginia 
3~ Exhibit A, whicµ is a copy of 'the ~ontract or agreement by 
and between the Applicant ~nd the Gregory Realty Company 
which was filed with the Application and made a part thereof. 
4. ,The Answer of the Commonwealth of Vu-ginia. 
5. The Opinion of the Court. ·, . 
6. The final Order of the Court refunding the sum of $5)5(}2.18 
to the Applicant. 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
By HENRY T. WICKHAM, 
Assistant Attorney General. 
A, copy of the above designation was received this 29th clay 
of June, 1951. 
MARY BEULAH GREGORY, 
By HOL1v.IAN WILL.IS, JR., 
Of CoW1Sel. 
Received and filed June 29, 1951. 
page 32} 
* • * 
R. J. WATaON, 
Clerk. 
. To R. J. Watson, Clerk of, Courts: 
· Counsel for Mary Beulah Gregory and eotm8rel for the Com-
monwealth of Virgµrla agree that the record in the abo~e styled 
case be forthwith transmitted to the Clerk of the Supreme Court · 
of Appeals ,at Richmond, and hereby request the same pursuant 
to Section 7 of Rule 5 :1 of the Supreme Court of Appeals of 
Virginia. · 
HOLMAN. WILLIS, .JR., 
Counsel for Mary Beulah Gregory. 
HENRY T. WICKHAM, 
Counsel for Gommonwealth of Virginia. 
· Received and filed June 29, 1951. 
A Copy-Teste: 
R. J. WAT.SON, 
Clerk. 
M. B. WATTS, 9. CL 
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